IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE THIRTEENTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 

LASALLE COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


KEVIN KRAMER, 


) 


Petitioner, 


v. 


JULIA EICKMEIER, 


) No. 15-F-153 
) 

) 

) 


Respondent. 

REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS held in the above-entitled 
cause on January 26, 2017, before the HONORABLE KAREN C. 
EITEN, Associate Circuit Judge of said Court, in her 
courtroom in the LaSalle County Courthouse. 


REPORTED BY: 

BETH M. BUTE, 

OFFICIAL COURT REPORTER, 
L.N. 083-002199, 

LaSalle Co. Courthouse, 
Ottawa, Illinois 61350 
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APPEARANCESt 


MR. ROBERT STEELE, 

MR. QUERCIAGROSSA, 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW, 

LaSalle, Illinois, 

appearing on behalf of the Petitioner, who is 
also personally present. 

MR. ERIC MISKELL, 

ATTORNEY AT LAW, 

Ottawa, Illinois, 

appearing on behalf of the Respondent, who is 
also personally present. 
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(At which time the following is held in the 
courtroom on the record.) 

THE COURT: Let the record reflect this is 
Kevin Roy Kramer, K-r-a-m-e-r, Petitioner, and Julia, 
J-u-l-i-a, Eickmeier, E-i-c-k-m-e-i-e-r, Respondent. 
Cause number 2015-F-153. 

Present in court is Mr. Kramer with his 
attorneys Mr. Steele and Mr. Querciagrossa and 
respondent, Miss Eickmeier, is present with her 
attorney, Mr. Miskell. 

This case was continued over to this date from 
the hearing that we started on January 12th, 2017. At 
the time we finished up on January 12th, Mr. Steele was 
still calling witnesses and this is pending on a 
verified petition for order of protection. That's what 
we are proceeding on, is that correct, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: It is, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: And Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: That is correct, Judge. 

THE COURT: Were you ready to proceed, Mr. 

Steele? 

MR. STEELE: We are. 

THE COURT: And Mr. Miskell? 
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MR. MISKELL: Yeah, Judge, just as a 
housekeeping matter to make sure that our record is 
right because Bob and I were talking before we started, 
the two evidence depositions, they've already been 
admitted into evidence, is that correct? 

THE COURT: They are in the court file. I 
don't know that they were actually admitted into 
evidence but they are subject to the --we still need to 
address the ruling on the objections in them so -- 

MR. MISKELL: That part is correct, but what I 
think we were discussing at the first hearing was 
introducing those into the record subject to the 
objections so that the testimony can be used as 
cross-examination on other witnesses. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, any objection to that?' 

MR. STEELE: Again, it's kind of -- I think we 
talked about it last time, it's kind of a hybrid. I 
suppose I have no objection. I do want to move those 
into evidence. Also, there's two reports attached. 
Counsel and I talked about those, Dr. Petrak's and Dr. 
Velez' reports which I believe can be introduced into 
evidence at this time, too. 

THE COURT: Hold on a second. 

MR. STEELE: Along with Dr. Brenzienger's 
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report. 


THE COURT: All right. I'm looking at the 
evidence deposition of Dr. Channing Petrak, P-e-t-r-a-k, 
and it appears there's a report dated October 28, 2016, 
and other exhibits that are attached to the deposition. 
So are we -- 

MR. STEELE: Are we admitting those? I would 
move they be admitted. 

MR. MISKELL: I don't have any objection to the 
whole transcripts, the reports, and the medical records 
being admitted. 

THE COURT: So all exhibits would go in? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: And with regard to Dr. Jane Velez, 
V-e-l-e-z, there is also attached to that deposition or 
at least my copy of it -- 

MR. MISKELL: I'm sorry, how did you spell 

that? 

THE COURT: V-e-l-e-z. 

MR. MISKELL: Yeah, thank you. 

THE COURT: It looks like there's a report 
dated October 25, 2016, and at least one other exhibit 
that's attached to that transcript. Are we admitting 
both of those -- the transcripts and the attachments 
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into evidence as well? 


MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: All right. So those will all be 

entered. 

Then there's a report -- 

MR. STEELE: Would they -- how are we marking 

those? 

THE COURT: Well, they are evidence depositions 
so they are in. 

MR. MISKELL: They are already transcripts. 

MR. STEELE: All right. 

THE COURT: And then we have a Dr. Mark 
Brenzienger, B-r-e-n-z-i-e-n-g-e-r, and I was provided a 
copy of his report by Mr. Miskell today. That report 
appears to be dated January 22, 2017. Are the parties 
agreeing that can be admitted into evidence and 
considered by the Court? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: The only thing with that is now 
that I have the reports I am going to attempt to take an 
evidence deposition prior to our last scheduled hearing 
date. 
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THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: Just so the Court's aware. 

THE COURT: That's up to you folks. All 
right. With that we should probably make a joint 
exhibit number for it. 

MR. MISKELL: Well, the Dr. Velez was the 
Court's witness. 

THE COURT: No, no, I'm not talking about Dr. 
Velez, the others -- those are evidence depositions, I 
don't have problems with them, I don't need to make them 
an exhibit, but I'm concerned about losing track of this 
Midwest Behavior Risk Management, the Dr. Brenzienger 
report, so I would like to make that an exhibit. Can we 
make that a Joint Exhibit Number 1? 


MR. 

MISKELL: 

Sure or 

Court's Exhibit 1, 

sure. 

MR. 

STEELE: 

It's not 

a Court's exhibit, 

it's a 


joint exhibit. 

THE COURT: It's a joint exhibit. 

MR. MISKELL: Joint Exhibit Number 1. 

THE COURT: Any other housekeeping matters 
before we proceed? 

MR. MISKELL: No, ma'am. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, anything from you? 
MR. STEELE: No, Your Honor. 


- 7 - 





1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


THE COURT: All right, Mr. Steele, call your 
next witness. 

MR. STEELE: Thank you, Judge. 

(Witness sworn.) 

DENISE GLORIES, 

called as a witness by the Petitioner herein, after 
being first duly sworn, and testifies as follows: 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY: 

MR. STEELE 

THE COURT: All right, Mr. Steele, go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q For the record please state your name and spell 

your last name for the Court? 

A Denise Glories, G-l-o-r-i-e-s. 

Q Denise, how are you employed? 

A I am a child protection supervisor at the 

Department of Children and Family Services. 

Q How long have you been working there? 

A Approximately fifteen years. 

Q Show you what I'm marking as Father's Exhibit 

Number 4 and ask you if you can identify that? 

A This would be a copy of my resume with my 

credentials. 
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Q And your occupation is a social worker MSW? 

A Correct. 

Q What training have you had for that position? 

A i have a master's degree in social work as well 

as a bachelor's degree in social work as well as many 
hours of ongoing training through the department as well 
as other sources. 

Q Okay. And you were certified as a child 

protective investigator? 

A Correct. 

Q What does that mean? 

A it means that you have completed training, 

foundations training in the capacity of interviewing 
children, families, gathering information, weighing 
evidence critically, making decisions concerning child 
abuse and neglect cases. 

Q As such, one of your duties is as you say to 

weigh evidence? 

A Correct. 

Q And what training have you had in that regard? 

A Again, the foundations training, training by a 

variety of doctors, other sources, trainers through the' 
department who trained us for --to look for certain 
evidence through interviewing to weigh evidence as to, 
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you know, how to look at statements that we have 
gathered, evidence that we've gathered in terms of 
injuries to children, etcetera. 

Q And you are a supervisor in your department at 

the Department of Children and Family Services? 

A Correct. 

Q That means you oversee other workers? 

A Correct. 

Q As such, are you familiar with the case of 

Julia Eickmeier? 

A Yes. 

Q Have you reviewed a prior history of Julia 

Eickmeier from your records? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you have that with you today? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. This top sheet (indicating), do you have 

this? 

A Yes. 

Q I'm showing you what's marked as Father's 

Exhibit Number 5 entitled prior history. Can you 
identify for the Court what that is? 

A The prior history is a -- 

MR. MISKELL: Can I have a copy of whatever we 
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are looking at? 

MR. STEELE: I'm sorry. 

THE WITNESS: 

A The prior history is a document that we can 

printout from our SAKWIS system in the computer which 
shows us all of the investigations that have been 
reported to our department for the case. 

Q And this then lists a number of reports on 

Julie Eickmeier, the subject? 

A Yes. 

Q How far back do the reports go? Are there 

reports prior to this? 

A i believe there were two prior that are no 

longer in our system. 

Q So after awhile -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q After awhile does your system purge the 

reports? 

A Yes. 

Q Why are those reports purged? 

A If it's an unfounded case the computer system 

will automatically delete the report because we can't 
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keep unfounded reports on file. 

Q And then you have got a date listed here for 
each of these reports, does that correspond then to a 
particular file? 


A 

Correct, yes. 

Q 

Did you pull those reports as part of your 


investigation of Julia Eickmeier? 


A 

Yes. 

Q 

Do you have the reports with you today? 

A 

Yes. 

Q 

I'll mark these as Father's Number 6. There's 


a copy 



MR. MISKELL: You do or don't? 

MR. STEELE: I think you have copies of those 

already. 

I'll give you these. 

Q 

Ask you if you can identify those reports? 

A 

These reports are summaries of the 


investigations that we currently have on our computer 


system. 


Q 

Those are the summaries that are contained in 


Father's Exhibit Number 5 then? 


A 

Yes. 

Q 

Are those reports kept in the usual course of 


your business as an investigative agency? 
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A Yes. 

Q And they are kept under your direction and 

under your control? 

A They are kept in our computer system after they 

are closed out. 

Q These reports you will then review at the time 

they were made? 

A Yes. 

Q And approve them, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And placed into the system? 

A Yes. 

Q The first report in this group is -- I'll move 

to introduce Petitioner's Exhibit 5 and 6, Your Honor. 
THE COURT: Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Number 5 is a hearsay document 
generated by the computer. If i can ask two voir dire 
questions on it I think it will go to a foundational 
issue. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 
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VOIR DIRE EXAMINATION 


BY: 

MR. MISKELL 

Q Ma'am, you stated that you think unfounded 

reports are purged by your system? 

A After a certain amount of time, yes. 

Q What's the amount of time? 

A Usually it's two years. However, we do not do 

that, that comes from Springfield. That's not something 
we have control over at all. 

Q And did you enter this data into this computer? 

A Did I enter this data into the computer? 

Q Yes. 

A No. Maybe that needs to be clarified as to -- 

Q Was this document prepared for the purposes of 

this litigation today? 

A Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: It would be hearsay then, Judge.’ 
THE COURT: Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, it is only 
foundational, it does not contain any information that 
is of a hearsay nature. It's simply a list of reports 
that she then will now testify to. It's simply an aid 
to the Court as to what the reports are, what the 
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findings are. 

THE COURT: With regard to Exhibit 5 I find 
that it's just a list to be an aid to the Court so I'm 
not going to find that to be hearsay and I will admit 5 
over objection. 

What about 6, Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Number 6 is various narratives 
with regard to the department. I believe that most all 
of these narratives were not generated by this witness. 
She may be a supervisor at DCFS but whether she was 
involved with the individual matters contained in these 
reports would make it hearsay and also make it hard to 
cross-examine her with regard to what occurred during 
those times. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, they are prepared in 
the usual course of business. She does not have to 
personally enter these but they are prepared for the 
purpose of investigations which she relied on as part of 
investigation into the interest of the case of Julia 
Eickmeier and the sexual abuse by Kevin Kramer. They 
have the veracity to be used for investigative purposes’ 
and they are made at the time the services were actually 
done and performed and the reports was made. 
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THE COURT: Mr. Miskell, any further response 


from you? 

MR. MISKELL: No. 

THE COURT: All right. Objection is 
overruled. 6 is admitted over objection. 

(At which time Petitioner's Exhibit Number 6 
is admitted into evidence over objection.) 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q March 15, 2015, is the first report that you 

have got in front of you. Was there an allegation of 
sexual abuse at that time that the Department of 
Children and Family Services investigated? 

A Yes. 

Q What was that allegation? 

You can refer to your -- the report in front of 

you. 


A Allegation was sex abuse. The allegation came 

to us as a sex abuse allegation against Kevin to 
Madeline Kramer. 

Q And was the child taken to a hospital at that 

time? 


A Yes. 

Q What hospital was she taken to? 
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A Edwards Hospital in Naperville. 

Q And what was the purpose of taking that child 

to the hospital? Does it show in your report? 

A Well, our report came through stating that the 

mom had been concerned about the child's genital area 
not looking right, vaginal opening being larger than 
normal, and she suspected the father, Kevin Kramer, so 
she wanted to take the child to Edwards Hospital for 
exam. 

Q Do you know if the examination was normal for 

the child? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, no foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Did you review the report? 

Was the allegation, was that proved to be 
unfounded? 

A Yes. 

Q And was there --to make it unfounded did you 

investigate the report from Edwards Hospital? 

Referring to page five of your report in front 

of you. 

A we did get the Edwards Hospital report, yes. 

Q And what did that report show? 
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MR. MISKELL: Objection. That would be double 


hearsay. 


THE COURT: Sustained. Unless you have 

something you can point me to that would make that not 

hearsay. 

Q 

MR. STEELE: 

Was this allegation then returned unfounded? 

A 

Yes. 

Q 

Then on your next intake sheet you show 

6-25-2015? 

A 

Correct. 

Q 

Was there another allegation of sexual abuse? 

A 

Yes. 

Q 

Who was that allegation against? 

A 

Kevin Kramer. 

Q 

What was alleged at that time? 


MR. MISKELL: what date was that? I'm sorry. 
MR. STEELE: 6-25-2015. 

THE WITNESS: 

A Again, alleging that Julia was concerned that 

Kevin had been touching Madeline's vaginal area 
inappropriately. 

Q Was that report investigated? 

A Yes. 
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Q And what was the finding from that report? 

A Unfounded. 

Q That has an HS next to it, what does HS stand 

for? 

A HS stands for harassment. 

Q In your report 11/19/2015, what was the 

allegation at that time? 

A I'm sorry, what was the date? 

MR. STEELE: 11/19/2015. 

THE WITNESS: 

A Thank you. 

Acf^-ifr/ sexual molestation by Kevin to 

Madeline. 

Q Would it help if i hand this up to you? 

THE COURT: Thank you. 

MR. STEELE: I've got a copy of Number 6, too, 
if that would help you. 

THE COURT: That's fine. Thank you. 

Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Referring to 11-19-2015 there was another 

allegation of sexual harassment? 

THE COURT: That's not what she said. You said 
sexual harassment. 
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MR. STEELE: Excuse me, sexual abuse. 

THE WITNESS: 

A Yes. 

Q What was alleged at that time? 

A Again, it was being alleged that Kevin had been 

-- there was concern that Kevin had been sexually 
abusing Madeline. 

Q Was there any hospital involvement at this 

time? 

MR. MISKELL: I'm sorry, what was the 

question? 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Was there involvement at a hospital at this 

time? 

A I'd have to look through the records. I'm not 

sure if one of my workers would have completed this 
investigation. 

I don't believe there was a medical exam on 
this investigation due to the previous medical exams. 

Q All right. What was the finding from this 

investigation? 

A Unfounded. 

Q This report has an FR next to it, what does 

that stand for? 
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A 

Q 

A 

Q 


That stands for false reporting. 

Who makes that determination? 

False reporting would be a DCFS flag. 
So that's a determination made by the 


supervisor or the worker on your case, is that correct?' 
A Correct. 

Q And what would cause this report to be found to 

be a false report? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Calls for 
speculation. No foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q What are the criteria for a false report to be 

indicated? 

A Generally -- I'm sorry, can you repeat? 

Q What are the criteria for you to find a report 

to be a false report rather than harassment? 

A a false report is where we can look back on 

several reports that have been unfounded and similar in 
nature alleging various similar things with no evidence 


to support them. Kind of a similar theme going on. We 
can make a determination that in our opinion as an 
agency it's a false report. 

Q Okay. Then there is a report on 2-28-2016? 
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counselor at Naperville Counseling Center had sexually 
abused Madeline. 

Objection is overruled. 

Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q And what was the allegation at that time? What 

allegedly happened at that time? 

A There was a report that was stating that the 

child therapist who had just started seeing the child 
was observed by Miss Eickmeier to have her pants 
unbuttoned and unzipped and was sitting near the child. 

Q Was there a finding with regard to that? 

A Yes. 

Q What was that finding? 

A Unfounded. 

Q And there is a report 5-23-16 against Kevin 

Kramer and you were investigating him, what was that 
report made to the department? 

A I just want to clarify that your -- which 

reports you are referring to. 

Q 5-23-2016, 2181828C. 

THE COURT: Okay, yes. That was sex abuse 
allegation against Kevin to Madeline again. 


MR. STEELE: 



Q What was the nature of the allegation? 

A The nature of the allegation being that the 

child was touching herself, masturbating after coming 
home from a visitation with the father. That alleged 
that the child was making statements about the father 
touching her inappropriately. 

Q As part of that investigation was the child 

interviewed? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q As part of the investigation was the child 

interviewed? 

A Yes. 

Q Who performed that interview? 

A i don't know. 

Q You were not present at that interview? 

A No. 

Q What is -- what are the initials for the 

interviewer? 

In your form when you interview a child how is 
that done? 

A when we interview a child for sex abuse in 

general we will -- if it's a sexual abuse allegation 
something called a CAC interview is completed. 

Q Okay. So when you find on the last page of the 
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report that the case was closed does that refer to the 
CAC, is that referring to the interview with the child? 
On your report, the last page has a CAC 

initial? 

A At the close of a report we will list 

inculpatory and exculpatory as well as rationale as well 
as our finding and close out the report based on the CAC 
interview which was separate. 

Q What was exculpatory evidence in this case? 

A Okay. in reference to that case it appeared 

that the police were involved. They were closing their 
case, there were no -- they were not pursuing charges 
and the child did not make any disclosures at the CAC. 

Q Then on July 20th, 2016, was there another 

allegation of sexual abuse? 

A Yes. 

Q Was that also against Kevin? 

A Yes. 

Q What was alleged at that time? 

A Similar allegations that Kevin was 

inappropriately touching Madeline, that there was 
concern about the father sexually abusing the minor. 

Q Were you personally involved in this 

investigation? 
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A On one interview with Julia I was present. 

Q Did that interview take place on August 2nd? 

A Yes, it did. 

Q And who was present at that interview? 

A Present was Miss Eickmeier, my worker, Kate 

Yerly, and Mr. Kohn at the time, and I'm not sure if I'm 
P rc -’ n< -’ unc it.g that correctly, but who would have been 
representing Miss Eickmeier as her lawyer. 

Q Where did that interview take place at? 

A At the DCFS office in Ottawa. 

Q And what was the purpose of the interview? 

A The purpose of the interview was that Julia 

wanted to bring forth evidence that she felt would prove 
her case that Kevin was sexually abusing Madeline so she 
brought her computer with numerous files on her computer 
and videos had on that she wanted to show us of Madeline 
of being questioned by her in reference to where Kevin 
touched her and what was -- what happened, and so we did 
have an opportunity to view those videos, some of them. 

Q Did you review the file? 

A That she had brought with her that day? File 

meaning file in her computer. she had files in her 

computer. We did not review those. We reviewed _ I 

believe it was two videos in the computer, from her 
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computer. 


Q With regard to the computer itself you said 

they were a very large file? 

A There were numerous files. 

Q How do you mean files? 

A You know, -- 

Q As best you can describe. 

A As best as I can describe it, I'm assuming it . 

was either -- 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, speculation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Just what you observed. 

A I observed at least two video files. 

Q Did she describe to you what the other evidence 

would show? 

A Miss Eickmeier said she believes that showing 

these videos would show that Madeline has made 
statements that Kevin had touched her inappropriately, 
as well as others. 

Q And you got a report from that interview, 

August 2nd, 2016? 

A Sure. My worker, Kate Yerly, was interviewing 

Miss Eickmeier. 




Q Do you have the reports with you, by the way? 

A I have the pages of that particular day. 

Q Okay. 

And so Miss Yerly proceeded to allow Miss 
Eickmexer to show the videos and what we observed was 
Miss Eickmeier asking what appeared to be leading 
questions of the child and videotaping the child. She 
was laying down with clothes on, asking the child to 
show where she was touched by daddy, where does daddy 
touch you. The child began touching herself in various 
places on the body as well as in the crotch area and 
then another video showing Miss Eickmeier stated to 
Madeline, tell me where grandpa touches you. And, 

again, the child was kind of just touching herself 
everywhere. 

What I can say, observing the video, it 
appeared to be a very pressured type of questioning to 
the child which made her, in my opinion, very 
uncomfortable. Very -- given the child's age, the 
seemingly -- the child was very uncomfortable and I 

thought it was very pressured. I don't know how else to 
describe it. 

At one point the mom was calling Madeline's 
name several times, Madeline, Madeline, Madeline, to get 
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her to focus on what she was trying to ask her. And it 
wasn't very natural appearing to me the way she was 
being questioned. 

Q Now, you are a trained interviewer for child 

abuse? 

A Yes. 

Q There are certain things that an interviewer 

should do and not do? 

A Yes. 

Q What types of things would taint an interview 

of a child in this type of a context? 

A Something called leading questions in which you 

are posing your questions such that the child will 
answer in a way that you want to receive the response 
and that's always a concern because it's not a very 
natural outcry. in this case we had concerns because 
the child never made any natural outcries. There were a 
lot of questions that we had and a very young child 
being three, so yes, leading questions are not something 
that we are trained to do and really are not considered 
very credible types of disclosures. 

Q Now, you said she also asked about Papa Joe or 

the father molesting the child? 

A Correct. 


-29 





1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


Q 


Did she allege anyone else sexually abuses her 


daughter? 

A she also stated -- Julia was concerned that the 

grandmother had also sexually abused Madeline. 

Q Did you discuss with her at that time your 

concerns about her videotaping her daughter and 
questioning her in this manner? 

A I did not. My worker, Kate Yerly, did. 

Q What was she advised? 

A My worker had a discussion that certainly the • 

way these questions appeared that she was leading, 
asking leading questions of the child, and that really 
couldn't be considered as very credible statements and 
that that, you know, would be of concern to her and that 
we suggested, my worker suggested that maybe a therapist 
could talk with Madeline and maybe at that point if 
there was something that came out during a therapy 
session that might be a better route to go rather than 
leading the child into questioning regarding this 
sensitive nature of allegations. 

Q Is there a psychological effect on a child when 

it's questioned in this matter? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. No foundation or 
qualifications for that. 
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THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Did you observe the child's demeanor during 

this videotaping? 

A Yes. 

Q And what did her demeanor appear to you? 

A i saw the child turning her head away. I saw 

the mom continuing to try to refocus her in answering 
these questions and keep trying to refocus her and the 
child becoming increasingly uncomfortable, turning her 
head back and forth sort of in a sense that you would 
feel as if somebody was trying to pressure you to do 
something, you would feel very uncomfortable. The child 
sort of feeling maybe trapped like in a sense. 

Q Did you see photographs at that time also? 

Did she show you photographs? 

A i don't recall.■ 

Q Would it help you refresh your recollection if 

you referred to your report? 

A i don't recall seeing photos. It's quite 

possible again my worker, Kate Yerly, was having this 
interaction with Julia and we document what we can and I 
don't recall if we saw photos. 

Q All right, thank you. 


-31 




1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 


the purpose of this meeting was to persuade 
you that the child was being sexually abused? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Goes to state of 

mind. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q When Miss Eickmeier and Mr. Kohn appeared, did 

they ask you for this meeting? 

A i believe Miss Eickmeier requested to meet with 

Miss Yerly and we agreed that I would sit in on the 
meeting. And Miss Eickmeier with her attorney presented 
what she believed was evidence of concern that Kevin was 
sexually abusing Madeline. 

Q And after this interview and after the 

investigation which I believe you said you supervised 
and were personally involved in? 

A This investigation with Miss Yerly? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes. 

Q Was there a finding? 

A Yes. 

Q What was the finding? 

A it was unfounded. 

Q And what would the exculpatory evidence be that 
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led you to unfind it? 

A Again, it would be the lack of disclosures made 

fry the child. At this point, given this point in time 
with this -- when this allegation came in we had 
numerous reports in the past that had been unfounded so 
we looked at that. We looked at -- we always interview 
Kevin in all of these and we always look to collateral 
contacts. We try to identify any witnesses that might 
support what Miss Eickmeier is claiming and we didn't 
find any so there was no credible evidence to support 
the allegation. 

Q And finally you have a report from 10-3-16? 

A Yes. 

Q How did that report come about? 

A That report came through I believe again 

alleging sex abuse by Kevin to Madeline. And that would 
have been completed by my worker, Ann Patton, who is 
here today. 

Q Look at the report. It says the investigation 

is named Julia? 

A Correct. 

Q And the finding was? 

A This finding was indicated. 

Q And what was indicated in this report? 
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A what was indicated in this report was medical 

child abuse by Julia to Madeline which is an allegation 
10-B. This would be a substantial risk of physical 
injury which is more or less a category but it did 
include medical child abuse as we had a statement from a 
physician which denoted concerns of mental health 
related issues. 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. That's hearsay, 

Judge. Move to strike. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: It goes to the rationale for 
making the finding and at this point it supports her 
conclusion, not necessarily the truth of the matter. We 
have that report also in evidence. 

MR. MISKELL: I don't believe that the report 
is attached to any of the DCFS reports in Number 6. I 
believe what she is referring to is a narrative by one 
of her workers commenting on a report of a doctor. That 

would be the hearsay portion, not so much the workers. 
Never mind. 

THE COURT: Let's unwind this because I know 
where you are going with it and I think it would be 
helpful to know what reference your witness is making. 

Is it to an actual report? Because there are some 
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medical reports that are already in evidence. 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: Correct, but the -- yeah, and 
what I'm getting at is Respondent's Exhibit -- or 
Father's Exhibit 5 and 6 are DCFS documents. 

THE COURT: Right. 

MR. MISKELL: None of which contain any medical 

records. 

THE COURT: i haven't looked at 6. is that 
accurate, Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: There are no medical documents 
attached to these reports, no. 

MR. MISKELL: So my objection is it's double 
hearsay as to what the doctor said. 

THE COURT: I'll sustain that objection. 

Go ahead. Next question. 

MR. STEELE: Do you have Dr. Petrak's evidence 
deposition, Your Honor? 

THE COURT: i do. Just a second. It's buried 
alive under here. Just a minute. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q With regard to this report against Julia, how 

did it originate? 

A it originated by us receiving a call through 
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the hotline, again, concerned for -- concern that 
Madeline was sexually abused by Kevin. 

THE COURT: You didn't just take a part my 
evidence deposition? 

MR. STEELE: No, something that I pulled off of 

my desk. 

THE COURT: Okay. 

MR. MISKELL: Do you have another one? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

MR. MISKELL: All right. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Show you what's marked as Number 7 and ask you 

if this is a copy of a DCFS report that you are familiar 
with? 

A Yes. 

Q What is that? 

A This is a case note. 

Q All right. And does it relate to the case that 

you just testified to as being investigated November 
3rd, 2016? 

A Yes. 

Q And does that case note show the nature of the 

report and the allegation? 

A Yes. 
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Q And what was that allegation? 

A Allegation 10-B which is risk of physical 

injury, medical child abuse. 

Q Did that come from a medical professional? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. 

THE COURT: What's your objection? 

MR. MISKELL: You know what. I'll withdraw the 
obj ection. 

THE COURT: All right. 

Go ahead. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Does that come from a medical professional? 

A The allegation listed here is what we took 

through our hotline and then if it's supported by a 
medical professional we will indicate it. 

Q What was that allegation then, can you tell the 

Court? 

A Allegation 10-B, risk of injury, environment 

injurious to the health and welfare, medical child 
abuse. 

Q And what allegedly had happened that led to 

this report being made? 

A we had concern that, once again, Julia was 

concerned about -- she was alleging again that the dad 
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was sexually abusing the child so our hotline chose to 

a "^ e ^ a ^ on a 9 a inst the mother, concerned that 
the mother was needed - that we need to look into an 
investigation as to whether or not the child is safe due 
to these numerous ongoing reports. 

Q Did this allegation involve another hospital 

visit? 

A Yes. 

Q What hospital was that? 

A Edwards Hospital in Naperville. 

Q And she presented herself there with Madeline? 

A Yes. 

Q What was she requesting at that time? 

MR. MISKELL: That would be hearsay through 
that narrative as the person hasn't been identified. 

MR. STEELE: It shows what she was 
investigating. Certainly -- 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: -- she had the facts. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

I m going to show you what I am marking as _ 

what was previously marked and admitted into evidence. 
Petitioner's Deposition Exhibit 2 . 
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MR. miskelL: Let me see it. 

(Doing so.) 

MR. MISKELL: Okay. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q You indicated that you had also had a medical 

examiner look at those records. I'm showing you what's 
marked as Petitioner's Exhibit Number 2 for deposition. 
Dr. Petrak, and ask you if you are familiar with that 
exhibit and that report? 

A Yes, it looks like a record we got from the 

Pediatric Resource Center. 

Q And what is the Pediatric Resource Center? 

It's part of the hospital in Peoria that will 
do sex abuse exams for children that are referred to 
them via for child support and neglect cases as well as 
physical abuse cases. 

Q Is Dr. Petrak someone you work with regularly? 

A Yes. 

Q Do you supply her with information to make this 

report? 

A Yes. 

Q What was her conclusions? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. That's already part 
of the deposition what her conclusions are. 
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THE COURT: Can't I just read that, Mr. 

Steele? 

Sustained. 

Next question. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Did you rely on this report in making your 

findings then? 

A Yes. 

Q In your report of 10-3-16, it references a 

number of hospital visits and rape kits that Madeline 
has had. 

A Correct. 

Q How many hospital visits is the department 

aware of that Madeline has gone to? 

MR. MISKELL: I'm going to object. Again, 
Judge, that is a hotline call that he's referring to and 
that's hearsay without any actual foundation or 
documentation from the hospital that she can testify 

based on the medical records exception that those things 
actually occurred. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele, your response? 

MR. STEELE: I think this is information that 
the department gathered as part of its investigation. 

It's nothing they received from the hospital. 
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MR. MISKELL: It's -- 

THE COURT: But then there's no foundation for 
where it came from. 

MR. STEELE: Other than an informed part of 
their investigation to form the basis of their 
decision. 

THE COURT: I'm going to sustain the 
objection. 

Go ahead, next question. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q From your review of these records do you know 

how many hospital visits Madeline has been taken to and 
what those hospitals are? 

MR. MISKELL: What records are we referring to, 

Judge? 

the COURT: I don't know. Mr. Steele? 

MR. STEELE: 

Q Did you gather records from the hospital as 

part of your investigation? 

A Yes. 

Q Have you reviewed those records? 

A i have reviewed some of the records. 

Q Okay. Was there then a finding of abuse? 

A There was a finding, yes, of abuse in this 
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case. 


Q And. was theire a recommended course of action? 

A I'm sorry? 

Q Once you made this finding of abuse by Julia 

against Madeline was there a recommendation as far as a 
course of action to be taken to protect Madeline? 

A With reference to this investigation, we took 

protective custody due to the high level of concern and 
as we always have to, look to a parent, look to the 
father, you know, as having rights to the child. So in 
this case we did take protective custody but that 
custody lapsed as Kevin was allowed to have his child. 

Q And looking through these records has the 

department tried to work with Julia in the past as far 
as her issues of parenting? 

A Yes. 

Q What efforts has the department made to try to 

help her with her parenting skills? 

A Last year -- I believe it was last year we made 

a referral for what's called intact family services. 

Q And what is that? 

A That's basically an agency gets involved with 

the family to provide counseling, parenting, you know, 
link the client up with any type of services that might 
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Q Are you a licensed clinical psychologist? 

A No. 

Q Have you had any training in clinical 

psychology? 

A No. 

Q is that why the department uses experts and 

outside people to test and evaluate persons? 

A Sometimes. 

Q And in this case you are aware that Dr. Petrak 

who is an M.D. -- 

A Correct. 

Q -- had reviewed maybe some medical reports and 

made a report and there was another licensed clinical 
professional that did objective clinical testing on 
Julia. Are you aware of that? 

A Correct. 

Q Have you been given copies of both of those 

reports? 

A i believe so. 

Q Have you reviewed those and understand those 

for the purposes of your testimony today? 

A Yes. 

Q Have you had an opportunity to review their 

evidence deposition transcripts with regard to what 
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their testimony is in court? 

A No. 

Q Okay. Now, it's the department's procedure to 

interview in this case Julia? 

A Yes. 

Q And they often times will take and -- well, 

they have to record what has been told by the parties in 
their report? 

A Yes. 

Q And you have been able to have an opportunity 

to review in your records what has been said by Julia 
and what has been said by Kevin, is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, ma'am, part of the problem with sex abuse 

cases is the vast majority of sex abuse cases don't 
leave any medical evidence, correct? 

A Sometimes, yes, correct. 

Q Actually, the vast majority of sexual 

molestation cases do not have actual physical evidence, 
correct? 

MR. STEELE: Asked and answered, Judge, i 
don't think there's any -- 

THE COURT: Sustained. She said sometimes. 

MR. MISKELL: 
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All right. And when there's a lack of evidence 
it's unfounded? 

A Correct. 

Q And in these unfindings that we have testified 

to today, every single one refers to a lack of evidence? 
A Correct. 

Q Now, there are cases that are unfounded due to 

lack of evidence where sexual abuse could have occurred, 
correct? 

A Sure. 

MR. STEELE: Objection, that's a hypothetical. 
THE COURT: Isn't that speculation? Sustained. 
Go ahead. Next question. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q In your experience as an investigator have 

there been cases in which you felt there was a lack of 
evidence of sexual abuse but it occurred? 

MR. STEELE: Again, Judge, it's speculation. 

THE COURT: No, he asked in her experience in 
any cases she's been involved in. 

Go ahead. 

THE WITNESS: 

A in some cases, yes. 

MR. MISKELL: 
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Q And have you personally reviewed all of the 

medical records with regard to the allegations in this 
case? 

A There's been several cases and not all of my 

workers have investigated them so I may not have 
personally reviewed the medical records. 

Q When you printed out the file to bring today 

did you print out the file that DCFS has with regard to 
this matter? 

A what I printed out were investigative summaries 

of all our reports that we have had so any hard copy 
documentation would not be with me. 

Q So it's possible that this is not the complete 

records of DCFS that you brought here today? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, Your Honor, 
as to what the complete records of DCFS even means. 

THE COURT: Well, she said she has printed out 
the case summaries so I'll sustain the objection. 

You need to clarify that, Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q By just bringing the summaries are you telling 

us that all of the documentation that's been collected 
on this case is here in this courtroom today? 

A No. 
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Q So this is an incomplete file that you have 

brought here today, correct? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object. It's not 
relevant and she has testified to what she has brought. 
Incomplete file seems to be argumentative. 

THE COURT: Sustained as to argumentative. 

Go ahead. Next question. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Is your file complete that you have brought 

here today? 

MR. STEELE: Again, he's arguing with the 
witness. She has testified that she brought the 
summaries and that's what she has. 

THE COURT: Is there any question in your mind 
as to what she brought? she said she brought the 
summaries. You can certainly question her about what 
remains that hasn't been brought that would be a more -- 
MR. MISKELL: 

Q What remains at DCFS that you haven't brought 

with you today? 

A Those would be case notes, individual case 

notes that workers would have entered based upon 
interviews with the parties. 

Q Do you keep the medical records that are 
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Yes. 



obtained? 

A 

Q So if you obtained the medical records they 

would be at DCFS, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Did you check before you came here today 

whether or not there are any medical records that you 
left at DCFS? 

MR. STEELE: Again, I'm going to object, Your 

Honor. 

THE COURT: I guess I'm starting to not 
understand your objection, she said she didn't bring 
everything that they have, she said that there are case 
notes and medical records that were obtained that are in 
the file. You didn't issue the subpoena that brought 
her here today, did you? 

MR. MISKELL: No. 

THE COURT: Are you complaining there's 

something that you requested that she bring that she has 
not brought? 

MR. MISKELL: I'll withdraw the question. I 
have a next question. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: 
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Q You reviewed medical records. What exact 

medical records did you review prior to your testimony 
today? 

THE WITNESS: 

A Records -- when I prepare for testimony, 

obviously, Mr. Steele will question me in reference to 
things that he needs me to know. i have reviewed 
medical records with reference to what my workers 
obtained during the course of their investigations. 

Those medical records have been reviewed in the past. 

If you are asking me that I reviewed them today before I 

came, no. But that was not really part of why I was to 
be here. 

Q NO, I guess what I'm asking, you testified that 

you said you had reviewed certain medical records. My 

question was what providers, what dates, what records 
did you review? 

A I would not be able to recall exactly dates. 

But certainly if -- I'm interpreting that to mean that 
have I reviewed medical records, yes, we review the 
medical records in the file when we close out the case. 

So yes, as a supervisor, I have reviewed those in the 
past. 

Q And those are limited to? 
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Pediatric Resource records, Edwards Hospital 
records and any of those type of records that would be 

contained m our hard copy file have been reviewed by me 
in the past. 

Q On what date did you indicate the 10-3-16 

report? 

A On what date? 

Q Uh-huh, yes. 

A The final finding date was 11-22-16. 

Q 11-22. 

On page 14, 15 and 16 of that report, and that 
report consists of one of sixteen pages, is that 
correct? 

A Are you referring to 2266966A? 

Q Yes. 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. What is pages 14, 15 and 16? 

A Those are printouts of -- that the computer 

generates of contacts and case notes that the worker 
made and the category and contact, who the worker would 
have talked with either via phone or in person and then 
the dates of those contacts. 

Q Okay. Now, there was a hearing conducted in 

this matter which I think your worker had testified at. 
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You are aware of that, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, she testified that my client was suffering 

from Munchausen by Proxy. Are you aware of that? 

MR. STEELE: I don't think that was her 
testimony, Judge. 

MR. MISKELL: Sure, it is. 

THE COURT: Well, hold on a second. Are you 
referring to a part of Exhibit 6? 

MR. MISKELL: No, the court transcript. A 

truncated emergency hearing that was done in this matter 
in October. 

THE COURT: So that doesn't -- she wasn't 

present at that. You are talking about the emergency 
hearing? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: This witness wasn't present at that 
hearing because I was the one here for the hearing. it 
was only -- 

MR. MISKELL: i asked if she was aware that her 
worker testified to that. 

THE WITNESS: I don't know what she testified 
to but I know she was at the hearing. 

THE COURT: All right. Wait. Are you 


-53 







referring to the hearing on the emergency order or some 
other hearing? 

MR. MISKELL: It was the hearing on the 
emergency petition, yeah. 

THE COURT: I didn't take testimony from 
anybody but Mr. Kramer, but go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: No, she testified, Judge. She 
was the first witness. 

THE COURT: oh, wait, this was handled in a 
different matter. 

MR. MISKELL: You had a truncated hearing on 
this, Mr. Durkee was here and also was Mr. Steele. 

THE COURT: Okay. Go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Have you reviewed in your -- any reports where 

there was a professional diagnosis ever made of 
Munchausen by Proxy? 

A No. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, just to clarify, and I 
think if we reviewed Dr. Petrak's deposition, Munchausen 
by Proxy is not a medical art, it's called medical child 
abuse so the witness may be confused by that. 

THE COURT: All right. I'll sustain the 
obj ection. 
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You can rephrase, Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Have you ever used or your department ever used 

Velez to do clinical testing on persons? 

A I don't know. 

Q You don't know. 

Now, so you wouldn't dispute her testimony that 
she is contracted through the Illinois Department of -- 
or DCFS with regard to investigating claims. You have 
no information that would refute her testimony that that 

MR. STEELE: She just said she doesn't know. 
What's the point? 

THE COURT: Sustain the objection. It's 
argumentative. 

Go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Ma'am, are you aware that she testified that 

Julia does not pose a threat to herself or her child? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object, Your Honor. 

THE COURT: What's your objection? 

MR. STEELE: she is not aware of Dr. Velez, how 
would she be aware of whatever she said? 

MR. MISKELL: She said she read her reports. 
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THE COURT: Foundation? 

MR. MISKELL: She said she read her reports. 

THE COURT: What does that have — how does 
that create a foundation for her to say what she 

testified to in her deposition that she wasn't present 
at? 

MR. MISKELL: I'll give you a Wilson v. Clark 
hypothetical. 

Q Ma'am, I want you to assume that Dr. Velez 

testified, Dr. James Velez testified that Julia 

MR. STEELE: Objection. 

THE COURT: We are not going to do this. We 
are not going to talk over each other and torture my 
court reporter. We are going to take a five-minute 
break because we've been at this for over an hour. You 
can step down for a couple minutes. Get a drink of 
water. We will be back in five minutes but no more 
talking over each other. 

(At which time a brief recess is taken and 
after which time the following is held back on the 
record in the courtroom.) 

THE COURT: Let's go back on the record in 
2015-F-153. 

Present in court is Mr. Kramer with his 
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attorneys, Mr. Miskell is present but his client hasn't 
returned from break but he has indicated he's willing to 
proceed, is that correct, Mr. Miskell? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes, ma'am. i think I hear the 
shoes now. 

the COURT: The witness is back on the stand. 
Ma'am, you are still under oath. 

Go ahead, Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Ma am, you have — when you had your 

conversation with Julia and her attorney at that time 
Tim Kohn, did Julia express her frustration with DCFS 
and the police in that DCFS would tell her that she 
needed to get evidence and go to the police and the 

police would tell her she would need evidence and go to 
DCFS? 

A i believe her statements indicated that. 

Q And it's also your understanding that when she 

went to the hospital in Princeton that they sent her to 
OSF because they are the ones who specialize --or 
Percy, because they handle sex abuse cases? 

A That s generally how it would proceed. 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object to 
foundation. When did this take place? 
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THE COURT: My belief is that you are referring 
to the -- it was testified on direct that there was a 
meeting with -- 

MR. STEELE: Right. 

THE COURT: -- Ms. Eickmeier and her then 
counsel, Mr. Kohn, so I assume that was the date that's 
being referenced, but go ahead and tell us what date you 
are referring to, Mr. Miskell. 

MR. MISKELL: I believe it was October -- not 
the October -- 

THE COURT: October 3rd? 

MR. MISKELL: I got out of my page numbers. 

MR. STEELE: August 2nd, is that the one? 

MR. MISKELL: It's the one that's all capitals. 

MR. STEELE: August 2nd. 

THE COURT: All right. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q Okay. And also is it my understanding that the 

IVCH also told her that they wouldn't see her and she 
had to go to another hospital? 

MR. STEELE: Objection, Your Honor. That's not 
in the report and why would this witness know who IVCH 
recommended unless it's her own personal knowledge? 

THE COURT: Mr. Miskell? 
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MR. MISKELL: 



Q Didn't Julia tell that you IVCH would not see 

her and that she had to go to Edwards Hospital? 

A i don't recall. 

Q Okay. Other than the four hospitals I 

mentioned, do you recall any other hospitals ever being 
involved in this case? 

A I don't know. 

Q Do you recall having a conversation with her 

about the problem is that these things comes down to he 
s&id, she said a lot of times? 

A Are you referring to the case notes that Kate 

Yerly has prepared? 

Q It was the one that you testified you were in a 

meeting with her, Mr. Kohn and Kate Yerly. 

A Correct. Kate Yerly would have prepared that 

document as of 8-2. I was present in that so if there's 
indication on the case notes that that was said, that 
was more than likely. 

Q I'm just asking if you recall. 

A i don't know. 

Q Okay, that's fine. 

A lot of times these matters come down to he 
said, she said, would you agree? 


-59 









A Sometimes. 

Q And you look for corroborative witnesses, 

witnesses that aren't mom or dad involved in the custody 
case to try to cement whether something is happening or. 
not happening, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And I believe you testified there just was no 

corroborating witnesses in this case, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q What about the two reports that were taken by I 

believe it's your July 10th notes -- I'm sorry, July 
20th, 2016 notes? 

A i don't -- I'm not sure what you're referring 

to. 

Q So we are on the same page -- 

A Okay. 

Q -- this one (indicating). 

A Okay. 

Q Got it. 

Now, this was a corroborative report that you 
got from a Grandma Beverly, correct? Not you but the 
department? 

A Correct. 

Q Yeah. And that apparently was the baby-sitter 
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for Marilyn --or Madeline? 

The grandmother? 

Grandma Beverly? 

Okay. 

She's a baby-sitter? 

Yes. 

For about a year and a half? 

I believe a friend of Julia's. 

And she gave you a corroborating statement 
regarding inappropriate behavior that the child told her 
about the father, correct? 

A Yes. 

MR. STEELE: Your Honor, if i could. He's 

referring to Grandma Beverly, there's no reference to a 
Grandma Beverly. 

MR. MISKELL: It's eight lines down, Madeline 
said Grandma Beverly. 

MR. STEELE: There is a Beverly Snyder if 
that's who he's referring to. 

THE COURT: Is that who you are referring to? 

MR. MISKELL: Yes. 

THE COURT: is that name included in whatever 
reports you're looking at? 

MR. MISKELL: It's about ten lines down and it 
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says, Maddy said. Grandma Beverly, I want to go to 
daddy's home to play with his snake. 

MR. STEELE: What page are you on, counsel? 

MR. MISKELL: First page of 7-20-16 report. 

MR. STEELE: I got it. 

THE COURT: Go ahead. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q What did the department do to follow-up on that 

report? 

A what our responsibility to follow-up on that is 

to speak to Beverly in reference to what she knows, but 
again -- yes, what our responsibility is in getting that 
information would be to contact Beverly which we did and 
that she provided that information. Yes. 

Q And you just discounted it? 

We didn't discount it, we certainly look at 
that information and we also looked at the dynamics of 

what we have here in reference to the totality of the 
picture. 

Q By that you mean because she's made falsehoods 

before, this one must be false, too, is that what you're 
saying? 

A There's concern for that which is a very 

legitimate concern, yes, sure. 
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Q So then when people come forth and you have the 

evidence that she is asking for and they have the 
pictures and the tapes, and they have corroborating 
witnesses because that's what you are telling her she 

needs, you don't -- did you even ask Kevin if he had a 
snake? 

We ma Y I respectfully respond in the sense 
that I supervise these cases, I'm not the direct worker. 
Q Is there anything in the report that shows -- 

And I was not prepared to testify in depth, 
just for the record. 

Q Well, I understand that. I understand that. 

But apparently it's just you and another person 
from the department that's here and you are the 
supervisor and you testified that you went through all 
of these records. So my question is as a supervisor, 
you read that statement, doesn't somebody go and ask 
Kevin if he even has a snake? 

We investigated this. We interviewed Kevin. 

Q And he just said he didn't do it so that must 

be true? 

MR. STEELE: Objection. That's not -- 
THE COURT: Sustained. 


THE WITNESS: 








I think it might be helpful if Miss Yerly was 
able to go into more of detail in terms of her 

conversation she had with Mr. Kramer as well as Miss 
Snyder. 

MR. MISKELL: 

Q There was a second corroborative witness who 

related a story to the department, isn't that correct? 
A Not that I recall. 

Q Do you recall a gentleman giving a report of 

accompanying Julia to -- with regard to the park 
incident, do you remember what the park incident was? 

A No. I'm sorry, I wasn't prepared to be in 

depth in terms of the details that you are asking, 
unfortunately. Mr. Steele had directed me to prepare 
for the only in person encounter I had on the date of 
August 2nd, which is what I was prepared to testify to. 
Q I understand. 

When there's a CAC interview, isn't that 

recorded? 

A Yes. 

Q Does the department retain those videos? 

A The department does not get copies of those 

videos. 

Q It's the policing agency that keeps them, is 
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that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And the CAC interviews in this case were done 

at the Peru Police Department, is that correct? 

A i believe so. 

Q When you were talking to her about asking 

leading questions during the interview, she actually 
apologized and told her that you are not -- she is not a 
professional and she doesn't know the proper way of 
^oing that, isn't that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q So she sort of took that as constructive 

criticism, does that seem like that or was her demeanor 
more -- 

A i don't know. i don't know. 

Q Now, you also told her that -- or the 

discussion was had that if she still feels so strongly 
about her child being abused that it would be a good 
idea to have the child involved in ongoing counseling 
where the child can build a rapport with a professional 
therapist and they can meet with the child on a regular 
basis and that if there's a disclosure made it can come 
from that avenue? 

A Kate Yerly had a conversation with Julia in 
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that regard, yes. 

Q Which seems reasonable because a lot of times 

it takes a while for a child to become comfortable with 
their therapist or interviewer before they disclose 
info, isn't that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q So a ten or fifteen or twenty minute CAC 

interview might not be a long enough time for a three 

year old to be frank and tell what has occurred, 
correct? 

A Possibly. 

Q And at that time Julia had asked if DCFS could 

make a referral for counseling, isn't that correct? 

A I believe there was a discussion in that 

regard. 

Q And at that time the department declined to 

make a referral? 

We had an intact family case open at the time ‘ 
which would have set those services up. At the time you 
are talking about in August we were not opening an 
intact family case. if we make referrals we would make 
a referral by giving the client an agency name and phone 
number or recommend they go through their private 
insurance for -- because we cannot pay for those 
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services so it gets a little sticky trying to tell 
somebody here is a counseling agency and they expect us 
to pay and we don't pay for it. 

Q I understand. 

Do you supervise and/or oversee such type of 
referrals? 

A My workers make those referrals for intact 

service -- I'm sorry, or for counseling? 

Q For counseling. 

A no. 

Q You are aware, maybe you're not, that my client 

has a Medicaid card and does not Medicaid pay for 
services that are referred by the agency? 

MR. STEELE: I'm going to object. This seems 
to be getting far afield. 

THE COURT: Well, how is that not beyond the 

scope? 

MR. MISKELL: Beyond the scope of direct? 

THE COURT: Uh-huh. 

MR. MISKELL: Because in direct examination she 
talked about the need for counseling and that there were 
intact services but she didn't follow up. And then -- 
THE COURT: That your client didn't follow up. 
MR. MISKELL: Did not follow up. 
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But then in the meeting after the intact 
closed she asked for referrals and they wouldn't give 
her referrals. 

THE COURT: Okay, so how does whether or not 
that's covered by a Medicaid card -- 

MR. MISKELL: if she knows it's covered by 
Medicaid only if there's a referral, that's what I want 
to know because then maybe the agency would do that. 

THE WITNESS: We don't -- 
THE COURT: You can answer. 

THE WITNESS: 

We can provide the client with names and phone 
numbers but we don't provide clients of Medicaid 
counseling. We don't deal with Medicaid. 

MR. MISKELL: Okay, that's all i have, Judge. • 
THE COURT: Redirect, Mr. Steele? 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 
BY: 

MR. STEELE 

Q Regarding the July 20th, 2016 report and the 

statement of Beverly Snyder, your reporter did, in fact, 
talk to Beverly Snyder on three occasions, did she not? 

A she did speak --my worker did talk with her. 

Q So she would have interviewed her? 
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A Correct. 

Q And she would have made a determination as to 

her veracity and the believability of her allegations, 
is that not correct? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection. Goes to the state of 
mind of the writer. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: Well, I think that's her job is to 
determine as part of this the veracity of the report -- 
of the complainant. 

THE COURT: The worker's job? 

MR. STEELE: Yes. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

Go ahead, next question. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q So that s one of the factors you take into 

consideration is the interview with the person that's 
making the allegation, is that right? 

A Yes. 

Q And also the interview of the child? 

A Yes. 

Q And also any other interviews you might have 

had such as with Kevin Kramer and other individuals, is 
that right? 
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A 

Q Based on all those factors then you make a 

decision as to what is believable and what is not 
believable? 

A Correct. 

Q You were not present at the CAC on this 

occasion, were you? 

A No. 

Q And that was Kate Yerly? 

A Correct. 

Q Now, is she trained to interview children in 

sex abuse issues? 

MR. MISKELL: Objection, no foundation. 

THE COURT: Sustained. 

MR. STEELE: 

Q To do a CAC interview with a child of this age 

regarding sexual abuse, what sort of training does your 
interviewer have to have? 

There is certain training that they have to be 
trained in something called finding words or something 
like that, but there are certain investigators that are 
trained and law enforcement folks that are trained to 
interview. 

Q Okay. And is Miss Yerly one of those persons 
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that is trained in this field? 


A No. 

Q But you did review her report? You did review 

her report? 

A Miss Yerly's report? 

Yes. 

Yes. 

And you agreed to the conclusions? 

Yes. 

Now, there's a lot of difference between an 
intact case and case that is not intact.. Can you tell 

us what the difference is, intact family I think you 
said? 

Yes. What my job and my workers' job to do is 
to investigate calls that are -- that Come through our 
DCFS hotline, and our job is to focus -- that's an 
investigative case. We only stay in as long as 60 days 
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he scope of our 


and we make a determination of whether 
of abuse or neglect or not and that's t 
job. if, in fact, the family needs longer term services 
or we deem that longer term services are needed for the 
parents or child we will refer to an intact case and 
they will hook up the family to counseling, parenting, 
substance abuse assessments or anything that might be 


















needed to monitor where we have a concern that a child 
is being abused or neglected but still safe to be with 

the parents. That would be the focus of an intact 
family case. 

MR. STEELE: No more questions of this witness, 
Your Honor. 

THE COURT: You can step down. 

MR. MISKELL: Can I have one on this intact? 
the COURT: Go ahead. 

RECROSS-EXAMINATION 
BY: 

MR. MISKELL 

Q An intact family, that's not the same as a 

service plan, is it? 

A There is a service plan, the services that you 

would be providing within the intact family case work. 

Q Was there ever a service plan written in this • 

case? 

A i don't believe so but we close out our 

investigation generally right as they are opening 
theirs. 

Q So to the best of your knowledge on the October 

2016, the report after your investigation, you are not 
aware whether or not a safety plan was ever put in 











A service plan, I don't believe so. 

A service plan? 

I don't believe so. 

MR. MISKELL: Thank you. 

THE COURT: Thank you, ma'am, you can step 
( Witness excused. ) 

THE COURT: All right. Mr. Steele, my 
understanding is that your other witnesses were released 

and they are coming back on our next court date, is that 
correct? 

MR. STEELE: Yes, Judge, I think it's February 
THE COURT: 28th. Correct. 

MR. STEELE: They are both available for that 

date. 

THE COURT: Okay. How many more witnesses will 

you have after those two? Because the 28th we only have 
a half day. 

MR. STEELE: And we have March 1st all day. 

THE COURT: The rest can be off the record. 

(At which time.there is a short discussion held 
off the record and after which time court is adjourned 
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1/ Beth M. Bute, duly appointed and qualified 
shorthand reporter of the Circuit Court of LaSalle 
County, Illinois, do hereby certify that the above and 
foregoing is a true and correct transcript of the notes 
taken by me in machine shorthand, and evidence offered 
in said Court, in the matter of the Proof in the 
above-entitled matter, which testimony was taken on the 
date heretofore given, and I verily believe said notes 
to be correct and to be full and complete transcript of 
all the evidence offered or introduced in said matter. 
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